From: Joe P.

To: Microsoft ATR
Date: 1/23/02 10:03am
Subject: [Fwd: Microsoft Settlement]

I agree with what my friend has said. [ want to further add that any
part of the settlement that involves the public education system should
be severely restricted. Microsoft should not be allowed to create a new
monopoly in the educational software markets as a result of this
settlement. The point of the settlement is to hinder their current
monopoly.

Any settlement involving public education should therefore be restricted
to Microsoft's payment of actual money to qualifying educational
institutions. There should be no donation of hardware or software, and
the money should be given without restrictions, consultation, or even
suggestions to the public education bodies involved. The schools should
be free to use the money in whatever way they choose -- for example,
increasing teachers' salaries, hiring additional teachers, building new
facilities, or purchasing whatever computer hardware and software the
schools prefer.

Thank you for your patient consideration,
-Joseph Porter
Software Engineer

Note: My views do not constitute the views of my employer, nor any of
its affiliates.

From: Greg Willden <gregory.willden@swri.org>
To: microsoft.atr@usdoj.gov

Subject: Microsoft Settlement

Date: 23 Jan 2002 08:18:47 -0600

I would like to comment on the Microsoft Settlement under the statutes
of the Tunney Act.

I think that the settlement is very poor and does not properly address
the real issues. There are numerous loopholes in the proposed
settlement that will allow Microsoft, who has a history of unethical and
illegal actions, to transform this penalty into an advantage for them.

In order to restore proper competition I think it necessary for
Microsoft to publish the file formats of all their Microsoft Office
files. The .doc file format is widely used. If the format were made
available then other office productivity suites like WordPerfect,
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StarOffice, Abiword and OpenOffice could effectively compete with them.

Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) must be allowed to sell a
computer that can boot up into more than one Operating System. This has
been attempted in the past but has been quashed by Microsoft's legal
team. It is suspected that Microsoft is forcing the OEMs into single OS
bootloader licenses that disallow this behavior.

These are only a few of the things that Microsoft has done to stifle
competition and innovation. For all of Microsoft's talk about being
able to innovate. They are doing more to hurt it than they are to help
it.

The settlement also needs to have some real teeth. The 'independent’
auditors/monitors of Microsoft's behavior need to have complete
independence and freedom to discuss any of their findings with the
public and press. Unless they are allowed to do this their voices will
be too easily silenced.

Microsoft should also have major fines imposed upon it for future
violations of the settlement. Fines substantial enough that it will

think twice before violating the public trust. And the monies collected
from these fines should go to their competitors. 1 would recommend
projects related to the GNU/Linux Operating System. Microsoft has
openly acknowledged that Linux is a real competitor. What better way to
ensure compliance than to force Microsoft to donate substantial funds to
their competitors.

Microsoft has been shown to practice illegal predatory behavior. Do not
cave in to them and give them a settlement with so many loopholes. They
will exploit it to the detriment of all.

Greg Willden
San Antonio, Texas
Software Engineer

Hofstadter's Law: It always takes longer than you expect, even
when you take into account Hofstadter's Law.
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